STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRFE
INTER-DEPARTMENT COMMUNICATION

DATLE: fWarzh 29, 2016
FROM: Melilotus M. Dube AT (OFFICE):  Department of
Environmental Manager Fransportation
SUBJECT Dredge & Fill Application Bureau of
Gilford, 16279 Environment
TO Gino Infascelli, Public Works Permitting Officer

New Hampshire Watlands Bureau
29 Hazen Drive, P.O. Box 95
Concord, NH 03302-0095

Forwarded herewilh is the application package prepared by NH DOT Bureau of Highway
Design for the subject major impact project. This project is classified as major per Env-Wt
303.02(f). The project consists of replacing the existing undersized concrete box culvert carrying
NH Route 11A over West Alton Brook in the Town of Gilford with a Stream Crossing Rules
compliant structure, This work is necessary to maintain the integrily of the crossing and to alloy:
for increased safety for the traveling public, pedestrians and NHDOT maintenance crews.

The lead people to conlact for this project are Tobey Reynolds, Highway Design (271-2171
or treynolds@dot. state.nh.us) or Meli Dube, Environmental Manager, Bureau of Environment
(271-3226 or mdube@dot.state.nh.us).

This projecl was presented at Natural Resource Agency Meetings on April 15, 2015 and
October 21, 2016, see enclosed minutes. Mitigation was discussed with Lori Sommer at the
Department of Environmental Services on February 24, 2016 and will total $27,360.00. to be paid
tpon receipt of the permit approval notice.

A payment voucher has been processed for this application (Voucher i#434561) in the
amount of $1,060.00.

If and when this application meets with the approval of the Bureau, please send the permit
directly to Meli Dube, Environmental Manager, Bureau of Environment.

FARU:mma
Enclosures

oo,
BOE Criginal

Carol Hendearson, NH Fish and Game

Michael Hicks, US Army Corps of Engineers

Maria Tur, US Fish and Wildiffe Service

Mark Kern, Envircnmental Protection Agency

District Construction Engineer, NHDOT Bureau of Construction
Contract Administrator, NHDOT Bureau of Construction

Town of Gilford (4 copies via certified mail)

tdna Feighner, NH Division of Historical Resources

SAEnvironmenPROJECTS\GILFORDVIB27 9Wwet:ands\WWE TARPP - Design.dogs



NHDES-W-06-012

WETLANDS PERMIT APPLICATION

N Water Division/ Wetlands Bureau
HDhb Land Resources Management

Check the status of your application: http:/des.nh.govionestop

ety

RSA/Rule: Env-Wt 100-900

1. REVIEW TIME:
Indicate your Review Time below. Refer to Guidance Document A for instructions,

Standard Review (Minimum, Minar or Major Impact) (] Expedited Review (Minimum Impact only)

2. PROJECT LOCATION:
Separate applications must be filed with each municipality that jurisdictional impacts will occur in,

ADDRESS: NH Route 11A (just west of Gilford/Alton town line & Reed/County Rds.) | rowncITY: Gilford

TAX MAP: nfa BLOCK: nfa LOT: nla UNIT: nfa
USGS TOPO MAP WATERBODY NAME: West Alton Brook [} NA | STREAM WATERSHED SIZE: 1.58 sp. mi. £ NA
LOCATION COORDINATES (if known): 43°31'59.8" N, 71°19'21.4" W ¥ LalitudelLongitude

M UTM [ State Plane

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Provide a brief descriplion of the project outlining the scope of work. Attach additional sheets as needed to provide a detailed explanation
of your project, DO NOT reply “See Altached"” in the space provided below.

Replacement of existing 1930s era 31' x 9' x §' conc. box culvert with 43' x 16' x 8' (2' embedded) concrete box
culvert, placed on skew to match overall natural course of West Alton Brook. Prime wetlands have been identified
at and around this crossing, see attached Prime Wetland Delineation and Impacts Discussion located elsewhere in
this application for detalls regarding Prime Wetlands in the project area.

4. SHORELINE FRONTAGE

(X} NA This lot has no shoreline frontage. SHORELINE FRONTAGE:

Shoreline frontage is calculated by determining the average of the distances of the aclual natural navigable shoreline frontage and a
straight line drawn between the property lines, both of which are measured at the normal high water line.

5. RELATED PERMITS, ENFORCEMENT, EMERGENCY AUTHORIZATION, SHORELAND, ALTERATION OF TERRAIN, ETC...

nla

6. NATURAL HERITAGE BUREAU & DESIGNATED RIVERS:
See the Instructions & Required Attachiments document for instructions to complete a & b below.

a. Natural Heritage Bureau File ID:  NHB 16 - 0350
b. [0 Designated River the project is in % miles of: ; and
date a copy of the application was sent to the Local River Management Advisory Committee: Month: __ Day: __ Year:
X NA

shorgfand@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 85, Concord, NH (3302-0095

Permit Application - Valid until 91/2016 Page 1 of 4




7. APPLICANT INFORMATION (Desired permit holder)

LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, M.L: Reynolds, Tobey

TRUST / COMPANY NAME:NHDOT JMAILENG ADDRESS: 7 Hazen Dr., P.O. Box 483
TOWN/ICITY: Goncord STATE: NH gzm CODE: 03302-0483
EMAIL or FAX: treynolds@dot state.nh.us iPHONE 271-24M1

U |

ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION: By initialing here Z a | hereby authorize NHDES to communicate all malters relative to this appllcahon electtontcaily

8. PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION (If differont than applicant)

LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, M.1.:

TRUST / COMPANY NAME; MAILING ADDRESS:
TOWNICITY: ’ STATE: ZIP CODE:
EMAIL or FAX: i PHONE:

ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION: By inilialing here . I hereby authorize NHDES to communicate all matters relative to this application electronically

9. AUTHORIZED AGENT INFORMATION

LAST NAME, FIRST NAME, M. Dube, Melilotus M, COMPANY NAME:NHDOT

MAILING ADDRESS: 7 Hazen Dr,, P.O. Box 483

TOWN/CITY: Concord

EMAIL or FAX: mdube@dot state.nh.us PHONE: 271-3226

ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION: By initialing here MEreby authorize NHDES {o communicate all matiers relalive to this application efectronically

STATE: NH ZIP copE: 03302-0483

10. PROPERTY OWNER SIGNATURE:
See the Instructions & Required Attachments document for clarification of the below statements

By signing the application, | am cerlifying that:
1. lauthorize the applicant and/or agent indicated on this form lo act in my behalf in the processing of this application, and to furnish

upon requesl, supptemental information in support of this permit application.

| have reviewed and submitled information & attachments outlined in the instructions and Required Altachment document.

All abutters have been idenlified in accordance with RSA 482-A:3, | and Env-W1 100-800.

I have read and provided the required information outlined in Env-Wt 302.04 for the applicable project type.

} have read and understand Env-W{ 302.03 and have chesen the least impacting alternative.

Any structure that | am proposing to repairfreplace was either previously permilted by the Wetlands Bureau or would be considered

grandfathered per Env-Wt 101.47,

| have submitted a Request for Project Review (RPR) Form {vaww.nh.govinhdhi/review) to the NH State Historic Preservation Officer

(SHPO) at the NH Division of Historical Resources to be reviewed for the presence of historicalf archeological resources.

I authorize NHDES and the municipal conservation commission to inspect the sile of the proposed project.

. I have reviewed the information being submilted and that to the best of my knowledge the information is true and accurale.

10. | understand that the willful submission of falsified or misrepresented information o the New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services Is a criminal act, which may result in legal action.

11. 1 am aware that the work | am proposing may require additional state, local or federal permits which | am responsible for oblaining.

12. The mailing addresses | have provided are up to date and appropriale for receipt of NHDES correspondence. NHDES will not
forward returned mail.

’/%7 / Mf f,/ﬂ;écy /Z:W IS 21271 26

Propedy Odmner Signatufe Print name legibly Dale
shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wellands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
www des.nh.goy
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MUNICIPAL SIGNATURES

11. CONSERVATION COMMISSION SIGNATURE

The signature below certifies that the municipal conservation commission has reviewed this application, and:

1.
2,
3.

Waives its right to intervene per RSA 482-A:11;
Believes that the application and submitted plans accurately represent the proposed project; and
Has no objection to permitting the proposed work.

Print name legibly Dale

DIRECTIONS FOR CONSERVATION COMMISSION

1. Expedited review ONLY requires that the conservation commission’s signature is obtained in the space above.

2. Expedited review requires the Conservation Commission signature be obtained prior to the submittal of the original
application to the Town/City Clerk for signature.

3. The Conservation Commission may refuse to sign. If the Conservation Commission does not sign this statement
for any reason, the appilication is not eligible for expedited review and the application will reviewed in the standard

review time frame,

12, TOWN/CITY CLERK SIGNATURE

As required by Chapter 482-A:3 (amended 2014), | hereby certify that the applicant has filed four application forms, four
detailed plans, and four USGS location maps with the town/city indicated below.

9

Town/Cily Clerk Signature Psint name legibly TowniCity Date

DIRECTIONS FOR TOWNICITY CLERK:
Per RSA 482-A:3,|

1. For applications where "Expedited Review" is checked on page 1, if the Conservation Commission signature is
not present, NMHDES will accept the permit application, but it will NOT receive the expedited review time.

2. IMMEDIATELY sign the original application form and four copies in the signature space provided above;

3. Return the signed original application form and attachments to the applicant so that the applicant may submit the
application form and attachments to NHDES by mail or hand delivery.

4. IMMEDIATELY distribute a copy of the application with one complete set of attachments to each of the following
bodies: the municipal Conservation Commission, the local governing body (Board of Selectmen or Town/City
Councii}, and the Planning Board; and

5. Retain one copy of the application form and one complete set of attachments and make them reasonably
accessible for public review.
DIRECTIONS FOR APPLICANT:

1. Submit the single, original permit application form bearing the signature of the Town/ City Clerk, additional
materials, and the application fee to NHDES by mail or hand delivery.

shoreland@des nh.aoy or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wetllands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095

e, des.nh.gov
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13. IMPACT AREA:

Permanent: impacts that wiff remain a

fler the project is complete.

For each jurisdictional area that will beshas been impacted, provide square feet and, if applicable, finear feet of impact

Temporary: impacts nof intended fo remain (and will be restored to pre-construction conditions) affer the project is complefe.

JURISDICTIONAL AREA S, Ft 1 Lim, . e Pt Lin. 1
Forested wetland ’ 325 - Oawr| 100 N L] ate
Scrub-shrub wetland B | Daw . - [ ate
Emergent wetiand -  Oarr [ ate
wﬂ }neadow‘ o - _E]ATF R — e I"_:] ;T,F
Intermiltent stream  Darw (] ate
Perennial Stream / River 700/ 49" ClarrF 350 l 21 ] AT?M
Lake / Pond / 7 m . i I_” Ll atr
Bank - lnle;miltenl stream : / - [ ATF_ o /_ | . IjATF
Bank - Pen;-.unnia! stream / Rivewrm— R 935/ 107 ] atF - 385741 O are
Bank - Lake / Pond ) / []aTF N / B [Jarr
| ;ﬁdal water B / o [JATF ! [T atF
sall marsh [ ate  Oar
Sand dune ) O ate  Oar
Prime wetland 2050 /216 . L] AT 4557 L] arF
Prime wetland buffer - N D ATF N D ATF
Undeveloped deal Buffer Zone (TBZ) - ﬁ . [ are
Previously-éeve!oped upland in TBZ 7 [Jatr N I:]A;F_
DOCking - Lake / Pond | DVATF o __._“_E}—A;Fm
wl;c)::kingr-mRi;er | []ATE - i:l IATF
Docking - Tidal Water L] ATF _ _D ATF
TOTAL 4010/ 372 1280 /62
14. APPLICATION FEE: See the instructions & Required Attachments document for further instruction
1 Minimum Impact Fee: Flat fee of $ 200
X Minor or Major Impact Fee: Calculate using the below table below
Permanent and Temporary {non-docking) 5300 sq.ft. X $020= $1,060.00
Temporary (seasonal) docking structure; sq.ft. X $1.00= §
Permanent docking structure: sq.ft. X $200= §
Projects proposing shoreline structures (including docks) add $200 = §
Total= §$1,060.00
The Application Fee is the above calcutated Total or $200, whichever is greater = $ 1,060.00
shoreland@des.nh.qov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
www.des.nh.gov
Permit Application - Valid untit 01/2016 Page 4 of 4
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NHDES-W-06-013
WETLANDS PERMIT APPLICATION —~ ATTACHMENT A

MINOR AND MAJOR - 20 QUESTIONS

Water Division/ Wetlands Bureau/ Land Resources Management
Check the Status of your application: http:/ides nh.govignestop

NHDES

RSA/ Rule: RSA 482-A, Env-Wt 100-900

Env-Wt 302.04 Requirements for Application Evaluation - For any major or minor project, the applicant shall
demonstrate by plan and example that the following factors have been considered In the project's design in
assessing the impact of the proposed project to areas and environments under the department’s jurisdiction.
Respond with statements demonstrating:

1. The need for the proposed impact.

The 2009 inspection report for this 1930's era 31’ long x 9' wide x 5’ high concrete box cuivert, indicates the
condition as State Red list, with the deck, superstructure, and culvert condition rated ‘poor’. The deteriorated
guardrail system was temporarily replaced with concrete barrier after being damaged. A permanent guardrail
solution is required for safety and maintenance reasons. The current width is 28’ curb to curb. The existing
dimensions of the cuivert do not allow for safe and efficient maintenance. The proposed lengthening of the culvert
will increase the shoulders from 2’ to 4°, to provide a 32’ curb to curb width to better accommodate plowing,
pedestrians and bicyclists. The 80 year old structure could potentially be rehabiiitated with capacity improved by
adding a 4’ x 4' box culvert adjacent to the existing; however given the age and condition of the existing culvert,
replacement would appear to be a better investment,

2. That the alternative proposed by the applicant is the one with the least impact to wetlands or surface waters on site.

Based on stream crossing rules a 16’ wide replacement structure is recommended. The estimated minimal length
would be roughly 35’ to accommodate 2 — 11’ travel lanes with 4’ shoulders plus guardrail. Note that several
additional issues warrant consideration in regard to structure replacement: the current culvert does not align well
with the natural stream geometry at the inlet; two driveways immediately east of the present culvert make
protection of the clear zone over the culvert a design chalienge and concern; and the location straddles a
municipal prime wetland.

The proposed alternative {s an 43’ long x 16’ wide x 8’ high concrete box embedded two feet into the streambed,
which allows greater capacity than the existing 9’ x 5' non-embedded box cuivert.

shoretand@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wellands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
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3. The type and classification of the wetlands involved.

R2UB1,2 (Riverine Lower Perennial Unconsolidated Bottom Cobble-Gravel, Sand), PFO1/EM1E {Palustrine
Forested Broad-Leaved Deciduous/Palustrine Emergent Persistent Seaonally Flooded/Saturated), BANK; some of

which is Prime Wetland

4. The relationship of the proposed wetlands to be impacted relative to nearby wetlands and surface waters.

The wetlands impacted primarily involve the streambed and associated banks of West Aiton Brook, Designated
Prime Wetlands are located at the inlet side of the crossing and extend to the west, including a nearby beaver

Impoundment,

5. The rarity of the wetland, surface water, sand dunes, or tidal buffer zone area.

The wetland types found at the crossing are common in the State of New Hampshrie, however, Designated Prime
Wetlands are located on the inlet side of the crossing. Refer to the attached Prime Wetland Delineation and

Impacts Discussion included elsewhere in this appiication.

6. The surface area of the wetlands that will be impacted.

Permanent wetland impacts = 10256 SF
Permanent non-wetland impacts = 935 SF
Temporary wetland impacts = 835 SF
Permanent prime wetland impacts = 2050 SF
Temporary prime wetland impacts = 455 SF

shorefand@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wellands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
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7. The impact on plants, fish and wildlife including, but not limited to:
a. Rare, special concern species;
b. State and federally fisted threatened and endangered species;
c. Species at the extremities of their ranges;
d. Migratory fish and wildlife;
e. Exemplary natural communities identified by the DRED-NHB: and
f. Vernal pools.

The project has been reviewed by the NH Natural Heritage Bureau and the US Fish and Wilidifie Service.
a. There are no rare species or species of special concern within the project area

b. The USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation tool {Consuitation Code 05E1NE00-2016-SL1-0913)
identified the northern long-eared bat (NLEB) and the small-whorled pogonia, both federally threatened spscies, as
having potential to be present in the project area. The USFWS Section 7 Online Review Tool indicated that Town of
Gilford, in which the project Is located, does not have known occurances of smali-whorled pogonia. Additionaily,
the project impact area does not include the specific habitat known to spport small-whorled pogonia, as most of
the disturbance will occur within the stream channel and banks. As such, there will be no impacts to this species
as a result of the proposed work. See the attached Section 7 Oniine Revew Tool "No Species Present" letter
located elsewhere in this application package. The project meets the criteria for the USFWS Range-wide
Programmatic Informal Biological Assessment for NLEB and May Affect but Is Not Likely to Adversely Affect
NLEB according to the Range-wide Programmatic Information Consultation Form which has been submitted to
USFWS for review. This finding Is a result of the commitment to perform all clearing of suitable habitat trees during
the winter hibernation. Please find supplementary documentation of this coordination elsewhere in the application
package.

c-f. The project area does not contain any of the foliowing: species at the extremities of their ranges; migratory
fish or wildlife which may be impacted by the work; exemplary natural communities; vernal pools.

8. The impact of the proposed project on public commerce, navigation and recreation,

West Alton Brook is not large enough for public commerce or navigation. The lands around the culvert outside the
Right of Way are privately owned and the existing NH Route 11A is narrow in the cuivert area, which creates an
exisitng unsafe condition for pedestrians and bicyclists. The proposed structure, which calls for larger shoulder,
wliil allow for safer passage for recreationai activities at the crossing, including pedestirans and bicyclists.

9. The extent to which a project interferes with the aesthetic interests of the general public. For example, where an
applicant proposes the construction of a retaining wall on the bank of a lake, the applicant shall be required to indicate
the type of material to be used and the effect of the construction of the wall on the view of other users of the lake.

The culvert is located in a rural, forested area adjacent a private residence and a maple sugar/ fire wood business.
Disturbed bank and channel areas will be stabilized with geotextile material and stone. Filled areas in the vicinity
of the old culvert channel will receive humus and re-seeded. There wili be no long term impacts to the aesthetic
value of the area,

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wellands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095

www.des nh.gov
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10. The extent to which a project interferes with or obstructs public rights of passage or access. For example, where the
applicant proposes to construct a dock in a narrow channel, the applicant shall be required to document the extent to

which the dock would block or interfere with the passage through this area.

As noted in #8, West Alton Brook is not large enough for public commerce or navigation in this area.

11. The impact upon abutting owners pursuant to RSA 482-A:11, Il. For example, if an applicant is proposing to rip-rap a
stream, the applicant shall be required to document the effect of such work on upstream and downstream abultting

properties.

Re-aligning the inlet channel to better align with the natural stream flow and increasing the cross sectional flow
area should reduce erosion at the inlet entrance that abuts the residentiai drive. Disturbed streambed and bank
areas will be stabilized with stone lining to minimize stream erosion and reduce outiet velocity. The former channel
will be filled in, loamed and re-vegetated. The new culvert location and increased length will assist in improving
sight distance out of the two adjacent driveways.

12, The benefit of a project to the health, safety, and well being of the general public.

The increased cross sectional culvert area will improve water passage and reduce inlet erosion; additional cuivert
length will provide a safer clear zone for vehicles, pedesatrians and bicyclists, improve driveway sight distance,
and reduce potential to place maintenance workers in or adjacent to the road to make guardrail repairs Proposead
embedment will eliminate the current outlet ‘perch’ and improve aquatic organism passage.

shoretand@des.nh.qgoy or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
www. des.nh.gov
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13. The impact of a proposed project on quantity or quality of surface and ground water. For example, where an applicant
proposes to fill wetlands the applicant shall be required to document the impact of the proposed fill on the amount of
drainage entering the site versus the amount of drainage exiting the site and the difference in the quality of water

enfering and exiting the site.

This project should result in reduced bank erosion, improved sediment transport, and improved surface water
quality as a result of providing a greater cross sectional area, more natural channel alignment, and profile,
Stormwater runoff will be addressed via the construction of a berm which will help guide and filter stormwater

flowing off of NH Route 11A before entering West Alton Brook.

14. The potential of a proposed project to cause or increase ficoding, erosion, or sedimentalion.

This larger 16' x 8' (2' embedded) culvert opening will be less restrictive than the existing 9’ x 5’ culvert and the
alignment will more closely simutate the natural stream channel cross section, with velocities and depths
encouraging improved sediment transport conveyance. Lastly, the larger cross sectional area is still smaller than

the cross sectional area of the two downstream structures,

16. The extent to which a project that is located in surface waters reflects or redirects current or wave energy which might
cause damage or hazards.

Re-alignment of the stream channel to better match the natural channel should reduce re-direction of wave energy

caused by the currently kinked alignment at the inlet,

shoreland@des.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 85, Concord, NH 03302-0095
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16. The cumulative impact that would result if all parties owning or abutting a portion of the affected wetland or wetland
complex were also permilted alterations to the wetland proportional to the extent of their property rights. For example,
an applicant who owns only a portion of a wetland shall document the applicant's percentage of ownership of that
wetland and the percentage of that ownership that would be impacted.

There are only two property owners on this project, one on the inlet side and one at the outlet side. Both properties
are divided by West Alton Brook. A significant portion of the single rural property at the culvert inlet is depicted
on the wetland plan as designated prime wetland, while an equally significant portion of the property at the outlet
is delineated wetland. The portion of wetland impacted by this project is very small compared to the total wetland
areas depicted on the remaining portion of private properties. Additionally, there are no private crossings in the
vicinity of the project area, so it is unlikely that a private landowner would propose the same kind of work
proposed by NHDOT.,

Design of this crossing minimizes adverse impacts while improving road safety, hydraulic capacity, and the
stream crossing's similarity to the natural stream channel.

17. The impact of the proposed project on the values and functions of the total wetland or wetland complex.

Beaver dams areas located further upstream of the project may be the more valuable part of the Prime Wetlands
and will remain unimpacted by the project, Best Management Practices will be used to minimize the impact of the
proposed work during construction, and the resulting project will correct the existing outlet perch and erosion
issues at the inlet and realign the stream to better match the natural alignment of West Alton Brook, which will
improve surface water quality and aguatic organism passage. Additionally, the proposed box culvert will be
installed with a 2 foot embedment to allow for a simulated stream bottom to match the natural condition.

shoreland@des,.nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wellands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0095
wwid. des. nh.goy
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18. The impact upon the value of the sites included in the fatest published edition of the National Register of Natural
Landmarks, or sites eligible for such pubication.

This project is not located in or near any of the following Natural Landmarks listed on the National Register: Lake
Umbagog East Inlet and Floating Island, Pondicherry Wildiife Refuge, Franconia Notch, Nancy Brook Scenic Area,

Heath Pond Bog, Madison Boulder, White Lake Pitch Pine Forest, Mount Monadnock, Rhododendron Natural Area,
and Spruce Hole Bog,

19, The impact upon the value of areas named in acts of congress or presidential proclamations as national rivers, national
wilderness areas, national lakeshores, and such areas as may be established under federal, state, or municipal laws
for similar and related purposes such as estuarine and marine sanctuaries.

The project area itself has no national designation, and Lake Winnepesaukee (which West Aiton Brook flows into)
{s not a National Lakeshore.

20. The degree to which a project redirects water from one watershed to another.

This project will not redirect water from one watershed to another.

shoreland@des.nh.qgov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 85, Concord, NH 03302-0095
www.des nh.gov
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Additional comments

The replacement culvert will more closely match the natural stream channel in alignment, width, and materials, and
is an Improvement over the existing culvert,

shoreland@des,nh.gov or (603) 271-2147
NHDES Wetlands Bureau, 29 Hazen Drive, PO Box 95, Concord, NH 03302-0085

v des.nh.gov
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Giltord 16279 Prime Wetland Delineation and bnpacts Discussion

This project is focated partialy within designated Prime Wetland #3 in the Town of Giltord, which does
not have an elective Prime Wetland Buller Zone, There has been a history ol coordination regarding the
acenracy of the existing Prime Wetland delineation and potential impacts associated with this project
dating back to 2007, The oviginal scope of work proposed in this application involved only repasr and
extension of the existing box culvert carrying NH Route 1A over West Ahon Brook, however. the seopu
has evolved to include full replacement and relocation in order to accommodate all structural. spatial and
envirommental concerns in this arca.

Encluded in this application package are plans detailing both existing Prime Wetland delincations and
NHDOT proposed Prime Wetland delineations. Please note that all impact plans are based ofT ol the
Department proposed Prime Wetland defineation. The accuracy of the existing Prime Wetland
delineations were (irst called in to question by the Department and the Department of by ronmental
Serivees due to the inclusion ol a significant portion ot the roadway and non-hy drologicelly connee-ed
pocket wettands tocated on the cast side of NI Route 1TAL as well as the fact that the existing Prime
Wetland delineation does not actuably include West Alton Brook at the crossing but lies just south of the
culvert within the roadway.

The Town of Gillord identified four primary {unctions of this Prime Wettand. including high shoreland
anchoring potential, high sediment trapping potential, high nutrient retention potential and refatively hieh
potential 10 be a groundwater recharge arca. In this instance, these functions are kirgely airtbuted to the
high amount of beaver activity, which has influenced the How pattera und vegetation upsteeam of the
crossine on the west side of NH Koute TTAL The wetiand imapets associaied with the proposed project ar
limited 1o the crossing and immediately adjacent stream channel and banks and wili not extend into the
beaver impacted arca.

Fhe NHDES Wetlands Burean Field Inspection Report completed by Gino Infascelli on September 24
2008 states that "the area of Prime Wetand downstream of the crossing should not exist as this is only a
stream with 8 foot tall banks and mixed vegetation on top including poplar. elm. mountain maple.
sensitive fern amd some grasses on the west side and sugar maple. red maple and el with sensitive fern
on the vast side. Further uphill adjacent 1o the road on the south side is a pocket of emergent wetlands.”
The Field nspection Reporr also indeated that “the Prime Wetland upsteeam of the erossing on the north
side is marsh with deep organie soil.”

FFor these reasons, the Department proposes to redeline the Prime Wetland boundaries to climinate the
areas located downstream of the crossing and within the roadway, On the upstream side. Prime Wetlinds
are proposed 1o follow the existing delineated lines and tie in with Delineated Wetlands and Top of Bank
which were delineated by the Department’s Wetlands Program Manager. s approach ensures that aff
arcas which are influenced by beaver activity and deseribed as valuable aboy e are included in the
proposed Prime Wetland lines, while those arcas which do not maintain the valaable characteristics.
including: inside the existing crossing; the downstream portion ¢f strewn which is currently perched at the
culvert outlet: the roadway: and the non-hydrologically connected pocket emeraent wetlimds on the
castern side of the road, are excluded from the Prime Wetland.

Further. the impacts (o the proposed Prime Wetland will not permanently inhibit the functions and values
of the wetland at this location, as most of the value is associated with the beaver influenced area to the
west of the crossing. The arca immediately upstream of the erossing. which will be impacted by the work.
does not maintain the same characteristics. Temporary and permanenet best managenent practices shall
be employed to ensure that no erosion occurs and there shall be no detriment o water quality in the area.



Melilotus Dube

Froim; Infascelll, Gino <GinoInfascelli@des.nh.govs

Sent: Mionday, December 14, 2015 12:49 PM

To: Melilotus Dube

Ce Matt Urban; Sommer, Lot

Subject: RE: NHDO1 Gilford 16279 Prime Wetlard Re-Delineation

Mol ~sorry Tor the delay, We rec. the plans on Dec. 2 and had limited time sinee.

Pthiok thal rermoving "Pricme Wetlands” from the area that is a road is OK and would bo sivaous to rmes! peopis

Fdo not know what the difference is in the line types that seeni Lo conflict such as DV o Uarea, DFRA ot e o
thrsee doty,

Ao s e soil test pit infoometic o fdo neUknowy Bovs crwinal Dasio the wcponed P o and B e o o
ity the area essterty of the 1oad is not Prime.

Since the welland labeted 7 POW indicates open water i would have Lo assume the vietand immediately adjacens s v
poodly drained soils and probably why the Prime tine was originally shoven castorty of U road,

Is wetand 6 PFO/ EM located correctly? Mayhe the line with 3 dots is confusing me. The standarnd syinbol plans
slicam or pond bat quite frequently indicates that someone saw same surface waler the gy U v vrere Lcre o b
i ot dehineate o jarisdictional Himit

Lo
2D AV

From:! Melilotus Dube [mailto;MDube@dot.state.nh,us]

Sent! Monday, November 30, 2015 1:30 PM

To: Infascelli, Gino

Cct Malt Urban; Sommer, Lori

Subject: RE: NHDOT Gilford 16279 Prime Wetland Re-Delineation

Gino,

We are working on compiling the wetland application but would like to give you a plance at onr proposed pri ne votiard
delineation before submitting the complete package. In the allached POE, you will find the following <hoete:

. proposed prime wetland line and our proposed impacts

2. existing prime wetland ling and existing contours

30 praposed prima2 wetland and the existing contours

Please let us know if you see any glaring discrepancics wiln our previous discussions repacdinge the change (o (ne e
welland al this location and/for the process for submitting this change for approval. fs this whal you would expent o s

i lesms of plans from us?

fwill he sending a hard copy later today as well,



e

IFrom: Infascelli, Gino [mailto:Gino.Infascelli@des.nh.qovi
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 11:18 AM

To: Melilotus Dube

Cc: Malt Urban; Sommer, Lori

Subject; NHDOT Gitford 16279 Prime Wetland Re-Delineation

The eresentadion woukd ne the application. his should fackace e vyt doiibranion e i e

Foroe Sveliand e Aquick look at the Prime Wetland ile shoves the o as i I T T R T A T N
map ef that era most of the aren was apparently classified as Sc (SCarbo1o). Tsuspaet tiat yOur very vl Lot fals v
ook like Scarbore o Whitiman as the Whitran series is associated with the Rideehury, Phe does wnet pls a0 0

the Liecoster Seris which is alse associated with Ridgebury, These thoughts are hased oo tae Tolda 50 S s
Chisckine the Prime Wetland Report it states on page it they were [ilivg the ceport asiap very poc iy disee i st in
accordance vhith the faw at that time.

<08 soil sinveys were and are not intended to meet the same criteria as Higa Lacisity Lo surveys Carreni I § NERN O
Miag shows the upstream area as Catden. Using an aerial nhoto (ot goc-referenced) this seams to be oboac 15

1 Y H
PR R

from how bwould interprel the aerial.
The above information shows why the corrections should he based on data collecied al the site.

Yodant rrles nofe that at least 50% of the prime wetland shall Bave vory poorv dedned seibs anc tie renninig oo,
S ERT RO

Dol wiopest benew Prime Wetlard tine couid e ot the poorly drained 7 onwhat neosty e o on

Tae irapact on functions and valu2s shoudd be on those listed  Oaly one Tunction veas lted ao iove ol e

designation.

Once you have a drall of the application including the above information Lori and coulu have o Guits greeiing ol o

SN
ARV

From: Melilotus Dube [mailto:MDube@dot.state.nh.us)

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 7:15 AM

To: Infascelli, Gino

Cct Matt Urban

Subject: NHDOT Gilford 16279 Prime Wetland Re-Delineation

Goudmorning Gino,

[n reading Chapter 700 of the Wetland Rules (specifically, Env-Wt 703.010 it is our understanding that the nexistep e e
¢ efineating the prime vretland beundaries associatad with West Alton Broo'¢where il passes un der NH Rotit: 11
Gitfford is to arrange a meeting with you (NHDES), the local Town government and the local Conservation Conmistion. /A
this meeting we intend to present a proposed prime wetland boundary and discuss the history of this project and the
functions and values of the prime wetland. If this is correct, we will move forward with organizing a meeting. 1 this is
incorrect, please advise on what the next steps should be to accomplish the re-delineation.

Thank you,

Meli



Melilotus i, Dube
Environmentat Manager
NHUOT Bureau of Environiment
7 Hazen Drive

Concord, NH 03301

{603) 2711612
mdube@dol,state.nh.us
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Mike Hicks asked if mussels have been spotted in the project focation. as the project i~ Justoser i
i mile from the Connecticut River, Carol Henderson said we are waiting for the NTHB Report,

(tino Infascelli said that a downstream abutter has had numerous permits and they are all minimum
impact, so mussels are unlikely here,

Lori Somumer said that no mitigation would be required.

This project has not been previously discussed at o Monthiv Navweal Resowrce Avency Coordination
Meeting.

Raymond, Non-Federal, 29762

Tony Weatherbee provided an overview of the project. The scope of the project is to rehab the bridee tha
carries NH Rte. 107 over the Lamprey River (F46/100). The existing structure is an 13-C that has a 9107
length and 657-4" deck width. Proposed work consists of repairing the undermining at the north abutment
by installing a concrete toewall. Temporary scalfolding will be instalied to provide access to the bridee
bearings so they can be repaired.

Carol Henderson asked it cotferdams will be used. Tony Weatherbee said it they are shown on the plazs
and permit but they will tkely not be used.

C. Henderson asked what time of the year this project would be done. T. Weatherbee said the project
would be done in the spring time of 2016, C.Henderson said that April and May could be o concern for
Flerring.,

Lori Sommier said that no mitigation would be required,

This project has not been previously discussed at o Monthly Natural Resowrce Agency Coordination
Mecting,

Gilford, X-A003, 16279

Leah Savage provided an overview of the project. The existing 9 span x 6 rise x 28" lung
conerete box culvert was originally constructed in 1930 with no substantial improvements being
done since. 1t is also on the state’s red list. The culvert connects West Alton Brook under Nt
Route TIA and is a Tier 3 Stream. The culvert is part of'a 1.58sq mile watershed and is focated
within prime wetlands. There is no history of flooding al this location or at the downstrean
structures. The project area consists of steep embankments and a narrow roadway with closehy
focated adjacent drives at both the inlet and outlet which have been problematic for maintenance.

According 1o the NHDES Suream Crossing Rules (Env-We 904.05) the recommended Crussing
would be a 16-foot span 3 sided structure with a natural stream bottom. This option was explored.
however due to the high cost and constructability issues other alternative designs were considered,
Multiple designs were looked at conceptually for this site, rehabilitation options as welt as
replacements. Through hydraulic analysis it was determined thata 12" span x 87 rise culvert with
2" embedment was the minimum size needed to mect hydraulic capacity lor the 100 Ve Slorm.
This sized structure was looked at along two dilferent alignments. one alignment follows the
existing calvert whereas the second aligniment is skewed (o bring (he stream back to a4 more natura)
alignment. To more closely match the stream crossing recommendation a 16" span x 8 rise culvert
with 27 embedment was also considered placed along the two aligniments.
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Gerard Fortin went on ta discuss the specifics of the considered alternatives, Alterative 2 a 127
span X 87 rise with 27 of embedment placed along the skewed atignment. This would be
considered as an alternative design. G. Fortin went on 1o discuss Allernative 3B.a 167 span x §°
rise with 27 embedment x 43” long precast box. Fhis design was built to accommodate euardrail
instalation. The design meets the 167 span stream crossing recommendation. wnd mimics the
natural bottom by placing 27 of embedded material in the pipe by utitizing baftles 10 more
elfectively hold in the material. This alternative is one of the fower cost alternatives and lnits the
arca ol wetland impacts. This design shifts the alignment 1o more naturally mateh the stream
channel.

G Fortin went on to explain constructability of this culvert, [Cwill be constructed by wiilizing
alternating one way traffic. The first phase shifts traffic (o the north while buikling the southern
hall. The second phase then shifls the waffie south while constructing the northern portion,

Total permanent prime wetland impacts total 2,325 st with 75 st of temporary wetland impacts. G.
FFortin noted that the prime wetland delineation includes the prime wetland being located over the
existing roadway.

Mike Hicks questioned if there would be impacts (o the 100 vear tood plain. G, Fortin responded
that this design will improve the history of flooding. M. Hicks followed up. asking il there would
be any new il to accommodate for loss of lood storage. G. Fortin responded that this would be
addressed. but we believe that it all will balance out, M. IHicks then inquired as o how flow would
be maintained throughout construction. G. Fortin explained that a temporars 427 bypass pipe
wotd be constructed for this purpose.

Carol Henderson inquired as to the time of year the project would be constructed. G. Fortin said he
anticipates construction to take place in late summenr, low ftow times. C. Henderson went on 1o
express coneerns about construction taking place in Spring as this stream may qualify as w smch
stream. C. Henderson asked when the anticipated Advertising date for this project would be. Jim
Kirouac responded that at this time the project Ad Date was anticipated 1o be in Spring 2016.

C. Henderson inquired on the purpose ol the baftles. G. Fortin explained they were there to hold
material in the box to replicate the natural stream bottom. I'he baifles themselves witl not be
exposed. Hydraulic analysis was used to make the determination to include these baftles, €.
Henderson noted that while not mentioned on the NHB document, this area is potentially a prime
tocation for wood tortles. C. Henderson asked if the pipe would match the existing culvert grade.
G. Fortin explained that the proposed culvert’s vertical profite would actually improve flow
through the pipe by climinating the existing drop/perch of the existing culvert.

Gino Infascellif inquired ifanything would be done to accommodate and stabilize the drainage
coming down the hill. G, Fortin said that a swale could be constructed to accommodate this. G,
Infascelli also suggested having the prime wetlands re-delineated and to have the prime wetkands
corrected on the plans when submitting the wetland application.

L.ori Sommer inquired if'invasive species were present in the project area.. G. Fortin explained that
none had been noted on previous sile visits. The most recent site visit being noted as Summer
2014,

Meatt Urban and 1. Sommer talked about the need to consider permanent length impacts to banls
with the potential to consider mitigation credits for restoring new banks with salvaged planting:..
ele.
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M, Urban asked if everyone was in a consensus of being okay with the sizing, embedment. and
proposed alignment of the proposed culvert. Altermative SB. Al responded yes.

G. Infascelli ended by noting to minimize tree cutling as to not open up the projectarea oo much.
G. Fortin responded by stating we would restore the area to the original condition when the project
was compiele.

This project has not been previously discussed at o Monthiv: Notural Rescirce Ageney Cowardinetic
Meeting.

Canterbury, Non-Federal, 40178

Kirk Mudgett provided an overview of'the project. The project includes reconstriction ol the State
owned portion of Intervale Road in Canterbury to resolve ongoing issues with maintenance of the
gravel roadway and to improve the road condition in preparation for wrning over the road section
to the Town of Canterbury. The Fown of is willing to take over maintenance of the voad section. it
NHDO'T paves the seetion. The road reconstruction will consist ol placing 127 of crushed gravel
and 3" of pavement over ol the approximately 0.5 mile State owned gravel section to match the
portions to the north and south. The paved section would be 20 feetwide. The intention is 1o match
the existing roadway when possible. but in some areas to achicve the 20 feet width, the road will
need 1o be widened, neeessitating cutting into banks, The project will include replacement of 3
existing metal culverts and addition of one new culvert, K. Mudgett shared the current proivel
plans and photos taken during the winter.

There is a natural spring that comes out ol the embankment adjacent to the roadway: the water
from this spring flows in the road ditch for approximately 1,000 feet. The preferred option for
managing water from the spring that is currently causing the roadway to be saturated is to wilize
underdrain to redirect the water that is impacting the roadway from the embankment. Matt Urban
explained that there is perennial How in the diteh. The underdrain would lead to a lack of How in
the stream/road ditch, Lori Sommer inquired if there is a delined channel. M. Urban explained that
there is not, The question at hand is, would the impacts to the water ffowing in the ditch by
utilizing underdrain to move the water to the other side of the road be considered stream impact
and, if so, would mitigation be required. K. Mudgett deseribed concerns that without underdrain.
any pavement placed would likely break up duce to the water in the roadbed. K. Mudgett stated that
the underdrain would be placed as close 1o the surface as it can safely be placed. There was
discussion ol underdrain and how clogging of the underdrain is prevented. North of this arca there
s a spring fed Now, but it crosses the roadway through an existing culvert,

The group discussed a stream on the southern side of the project area that has a wet-delined
channel that travels through an existing culvert that will be replaced. Carol Henderson inguired
about culvert replacements. K. Mudgett explained that they will potentially be larger. but still
within the confines ol work that can be accomplished under the Routine Roadwuy Nintenanee
Activities Notification,

Gino Infascelli asked for a deseription of stream impacts from the project as proposed. M. Urban
explained that the stream flowing through the diteh line would be impacted. but the stream on the
southern side of the road will not be impacted.
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area and M. Dube indicated that coordination with the BOE Cultural Resources Program is
Ongoing,

Amy Famb, NHNHB. indicated that a nes DataCheck review request shouldd be subniitted 1o
include proposed bridge work and possible impacts 1o salt marshes. as thes : are exemplary paiural
communitices, Lori Sommer. NHDES, agreed that no mitigation will be necessan Tor the work
within jurisdictional wetkind areas.

Fhis project has not been previously reviewed at the Natural Resourees Ageney Meeting.
Gilford, 16297, X-A003(033)

Tobey Reynolds, NHDOT, gave a briel history of the projectincluding a summary of the April 15,
2015 Nataral Resource Ageney Meeting at which a preferred aliernative was decided upan lor the
design. The existing 9°x6° box cubvert carries West Alton Brook under N Roate 1A just east ol
the Gilford/Alton Town line. This is a Tier 3 stream located within a 1,6 square mile walershed
with associated prime wetlands. This structure was constructed in 1930, is undersized and in puor
condition, which makes maintenance of the area very difficult, The chosen alternative proposes i
6™ wide, 8 tall closed bottom box culvert with a 2° embedment refocated on a skew to more
adequately mateh the natural stream channel.

Mcli Dube, NHDO'T, discussed two of the major remaining environmental concerns: relocation of
the prime wetland boundary and mitigation for stream wnd bank impacts, An atiempt (o re-
delincate the prime wetland boundary was made in 2008 based on an assessment ol the lunctions
and values of the prime wetland and a lield inspection report by Gino Infascelli, NTIDES. M. Dube
discussed why the carrent prime wetland boundary does not seem aceurate and why the proposed
project will not negatively impact the functions and values of the prime wethanl, Primarily. the
existing prime wetand boundary includes the previously disturbed roadway and an arey
downstream Irom the crossing, neither of which contribute vatue to the swethand. Additionatly,
increasing the size of the culvert to be compliant with the NHDES Stream Crossing Rules (v -\ 1
900). relocating the colvert to more adequately mateh the natural stream. removing the existing 87
pereh at the outlet and embedding the structure with natural materials o simulate the stream
bottom will improve the identified functions of the wetland. 1. Sommer. NHDES, agreed that afl
prime wethind impacts outside ol the stream are wemporary and therelore do not regquire mitigation.
G IndaseeHi agreed that the curremt prime wethund boundary s inaceurate and suggested consulicd
Env-W1 700 for instructions to proceed with a re-delincation. G. Infascelli also indicated that
onsite mitigation may be required for prime wetland impacts within the stecam. M. Dube reminded
the committee that mitigation was discussed al the April, 2015 mecting and 1. Sommer had
suggested salvaging aceeptable vegetation for stabilizing the new bank. M. Dube used the plans o
demonstrate that most of the abandoned bank and channel will be replaced with new bank and
channel. which shall be appropriately constructed and stabilized using the sahaged vegetation
when appropriate. 1. Sommer agreed that these arcas will nol require mitisation, however. new
plans comparing the existing and proposed OHW and TOB will be necessar o e-tablish the
length of abandoned stream that is not being replaced and will theretore require mitigation, Stantee
will ereate these plans and M. Dube will follow up with G. Infaseelli and 1. Sommer. G. infascell;
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indicuted that the wetland permit will require an additional 30 days Tor public review and appeal
due to the presence of prime wetlands.,

(. Infascellt asked what is being done to improve water quality and treat stormwater runoftin the
project area. T, Reynolds indicated that stormwater will sheet Hlow off ol the roadway on the
stabilized roadside and banks. G. Infascelli indicated concern regarding an existing dysfunctional
berm that channels sediment from the roadway and into the stream. . Rexnoids confirmed that the
berny can be flattened.

Farmington, 16146, X-AG01(152)

Bob Landry provided a very brief project history, as this project has been presented at the resource meeting
on several prior occasions, The project is located on NH Route 133 over the Cocheco River. Bl andry
explained that ACO!S has determined that the current situation puts the Town of Farmington in non-
compliance. As such, the ACOL has requested that the Town restore the channel “remove the sheals buill
up.

B. Lainy presented a photo of the shoal and ndicated thae the shoal was approximately 3007 tong and |
wide. (A subsequent Tield visit determined the shoal to be more accurately about LI and 1O-137 wide)

Michael Hicks echoed B. Landry’s statements indicating the ACOE wants the sheals t be removed,

Gino Infascelli asked why the ACOE has determined the levee/shoals to be deficient. He asked il there
were any records available indicating why.

John By att indicated that it was his understanding that the ACOE viewed the shoats as decreasing the
capacity of the channel.

Lori Sonuner asked about specific details regarding the channel and bank tmpacts. She asked what
hy draulic studies were indicating what would lappen il the shoal was removed vs. leftin place.

G, Infascelli asked about how much material needed to be removed.

3. Landry indicated that it would be approximately 6”to1” in depth of material that nceds to be remuoved.
Ch, Infascetli reiterated the importanee Tor them 1o be able to justify the o Need™,

B. Landry indicated that there were Tegal documents that required maintenance of the Tesee between the
Fown and the ACOLE. As such, B. Landry indicated the need is based on a federal vequirement. B Landry
indicated that the Department would get the reports and/or any information regarding the agreement

beiween the ACOE and the Town to PES 1o assist in documending the need.

G. Infuscelli indicated that there were invasive species in the project arca and stated that they would need
(o be addressed under this project.

13. Landry indicated 10 the group that the Department woubd further look into completing @ hy dravfic stuedy
that fooks at the before and after 2fTects of removing the shoal.

.. Sommer reminded the Department that they shoudd coordinate with the Cocheco River Advisory
Commitlee,



Melilotus Dube

From: Melilotus Dube

Sent: Friclay, March 25, 2016 825 AM

To: ‘Sommer, Lort'

Ce: Kathleen Corliss; Jim Kirouac; Tabey Reynolds

Subject: RE: NHDOT Giiford 16279 Mitigation Discussion: NEW AMOUN]
Lor,

Parywriting to inform you that we have had a Change in impact area since car e ling Cn 2724710 ano 1he coaiaee
rritization calelation below, We actuslly decreased our permanent imnpact aivo - od add e fomnpor iy i acs 1o

e orstion of Sur deantwalar oypass. However, even though 1he e e e 00 0o ko chamiv e o o s
G proposed new hank and channet length decreaced as well so the nat loss of Lank and channel s Goinaty groon s oo
will increase the nitigation.

Please see the following calculations, which use the same method agreed upon e our PEEOVIOUS reeing,

Top OF Bank
Existing Proposed )
nict Leit 57 36 F
Inlet Right 89 50 39
Cutlet Lelt 66 17 09 -
“Culiel Right 41 29 17
lotal 253 162 91 Li, of nank losi
OHW
Existing Proposed N
i Lt H8 40 {18
Inlet Right 69 5 NRE
Cutlel Lefi 42 45 |3
Callet Ripht A0 35 5 -
Total 209 171 UL ol channol fost,
23 LA for milipation
caleulation

Agaln, hased upon our previous apreement, we will use only the longest fength of sirean Channi ipact asios o
voth the left and right OHW. As steeh, ouwr calculation will be based on 90 L of bank linpact and 23 1.1 of chiaane |

impact,

St Ll =230 = 14 o,
114 LE % $200 = $22,800.00
522,800 + 20% = 527,360.00 total mitigation cost

Piease letme know if you have any questions regarding this new number.
Thanks

M

Fromy Sommer, Lort [mailto:! ori,
Sent: Friday, March 04, 2016 2.3



Tot Melilotus Dube
Subject: RE: NHDOT Gilford 16279 Mitigation Discussion

Yoo that revisod rnber s appropriate. Thanks Mefi,
bon

From: Melilotus Dube [mailto:MDube@dol.state.nh.us]
Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 9:49 AM

To: Sommer, Lori

Subject: NHDOT Gilford 16279 Mitigation Discussion

Lori,
To summarize our meeting regarding mitigation for wetland impacts associated with the Gilford 16279 project:

¢ The majority of the wetland impacts are to the channel and baitks of West Alton Brook associated replacing th-
existing culvert with a larger, stream crossing rules compliant structure which will be relocated to better match
the existing stream bed. As such, NHDOT shall pay appropriate mitigation for the net loss of stream bank and
channel, which includes $200 per linear foot of impact to each bank and the channel,

e See the following summary of stream impacts:

:15?) Of Bank - N
Existing Proposed 4

inlet teft 57 36 21

Inlet Right 89 50 -39

QOutlel Left 68 67 -1

Outlet Right 61 53 -8 |
Total 275 . 206 69 LE of banklost
OHW 1
o Existing Proposed 1a o

fnlet Left 50 40 -10

inlet Right 69 51 -18

Outlet Left 62 65 +3

Outlet Right 60 55 -5

Tolal 241 211 301,

Cur discussion on 2/24/26 was based on the following:
(D9 LI of impact X $200) + 20% = $23,760 in mitigation for this p:oject.

However, after further discussion, Matt and | realized that linear feet of impact is supposed to be based on impacts 1
the left bank, right bank and channel (three #s) but we calculated mitigation based on left bank, right bank, left OHwW
and right OHW (4 #s). We are willing to use the longer length of stream channel impact at the intet and outlet in the
calculation, however, we don’t feel that it is fair to include both impacts to the left OHW and right OHW

As such, we would like to consider our impacts to be calculated based on 22 L1, hank teft (infet + outlet), 47 Lt bank rigm
(inlet + outlet) and 23 L. of channel {longest impact at both inlet and outlet).

22447+23=92 Lf, of impact

92 L. x $200 = 518,400

18,400 + 20% = $22,080.00 in mitigation for this project.




Do you agree with the new $22,080.00 calculation for mitigation based on bank left, bank vight and channelimpacts?

Thanks
Flet



1 24 000

1 Miles



Bureau of Environment
Stream Crossing Assessment Repor(

Projects Gilford Tier: 3
Assessimeal complefed by: BOR Date assessment completed: 778 100

Reosgen Stremmn Classifieation: At Crossing:  C3b
At Rel Reach: B3

Watershed Size (neres); 1.58 Sq Mi.

Bankfull Width: At Crossing: 17.6°
At RelReach: 127

Envirommneninl consideration resulting in Tier 3 classifieation? Yes | No
It yes, what is the consideration? Prime Wetland

Can it be mitigated down to watershed-based tier? [ ] Yes [<INo

If yes, how? N/A

Special considerations bused on Rosgen Stream Type (from the NI Stream Crossing Guidelines):

Typé B streams display moderate sinuosity, slope, width/depth ratios, and entrenchment. This generallv stable
streamn type conunonly consists of riffles and rapids and occasional scour poois. Type s streams are often found in
forested areas with flood plain vegetation moderately influencing channcl stebility. Streambeank erosion is typically
considered Jow and sensitivity to disturbance is often low 10 moderate. Fish habitat in this channe! type is ofier attil

ol
oo

te scour pools developed by large woody material.

Stream crossings comraonly occur over B and C type channels in New Hampshire because they tend to ocowr in:

valicys that are conducive to road building and development. From a stream crossing perspective, I3 Lype slrears are a
transition in design issues between A and C type streams.  Approaches to crossing a B (ype stream vary with the sive ol
the flood plain. At one end of the spectrum are B type streams with Jower entrenchment vatios (1.4). The relatively
narrow {lood-prone ares may be accommodated with a single opening. At the other end of the spectrarm are the 13 fype
streams wilh entrenchment ratios of up to 2,1, These streams behave more lile C type stoeams, with lower sio pes ane

- wider flood plains, The flood-prone area in relation to the bankfull width may bz too wide for a single opening and
should be either spanned or accomrodated with tlood plain drainage structures. In either cise, an enalysis of hedloud
capacity will ensure that the structure design wiil not impact sedinient transport capacity throwgh the streans rench.

T R LT e e i T T e SR D 3 L

‘The design elements checked below are required by the NHIDES Stream Crossing Rules for the subject ’ ]
stream crossing. If the project cannot incorporate these design elements, the permit application must
{ include a Technical Report for an alternative design pursuant to Fuv-Wt 904.09. Please confact the

f Burean of Environment for further guidance.

'

|
I

L 2R LS M sy g e v v e

gy e

Required design elements:

(X Structure size: 1.2X Bankfull Width +2° = 16

(X] Span-structure or 3-sided culvert (not a closed structure)

{_] Embedded culvert or pipe arch

SEPROJECTSMDESIGNAL 6270 stream assessment report. 2011 doc




{4 Simulation of a natural sweam channe! through the structure {1 his would be based e past on he atnched Joein 0
prolile, average bankinl] dimensions of the reference reach, and existing substrate.)

(] Bed forms and streambed characteristics pecessary (o maintain comparable water depths and veloeitivs throueh iz
structure as oceur upstream and downstream:,

[ Vegetated bank on both sides of the watercourse

<} Accommodate 100-year flood and sediment trangport

(4] Preservation of natural alighment and gradient of stream channel.

Notest A 16 span structure or 3-sided culvert with channel simulation through the structure is the recommended strueta o
based on the stream crossing guldelines. If this is not practicable as defined in Eny-\Wt 101.69 you ean apply for u permit

uuder the alternative design rules. You may begin to prepare an application for a structure of this size OR contact the Burean
of Enviromment te move forward with the alternative design process.

SAPROJECTS\DESIGN 627 Nstream assessment report_201 1.doc



NH Department of Transporiation
Bureau of Highway Design
Giltford 16279 (Fed. No, X-AG03(033))

Env-Wt 904,05 Design Criteria for Tier 2 and Tier 3 Stream Crossings
New Fer 2 Crossings:
Replacement Tier 2 Crossings that have o history of leoding:
New & Replacement Tier 3 Crossings

Plense deseribe how the project meets the Tollowing eriterta

(a) The crossing shall be designed in accordance with the NI Stream Crossing Guidelines,

Based on stream crossing rules & 16° wide replacement structure is recommended. The estimated
minimal tength would be roughly 35° to accommodate 2 — 117 travel lanes with 47 shoulders plus
guardrail. Note that several additional issues warrant consideration in regavd (o structure
replacement: the current calvert does not align well with the natural stream geometry at the infet;
two driveways immediately east of the present culvert make protection of the clear zone over the
culvert a design challenge and coneern; and the location includes a municipal prime swetland.

The proposed alternative is an 43* long x 16° wide x 8” high conercte hox embedded two feet into
the streambed, which also allows greater capacity than the existing 9° x 5" non-embedded box
culvert, This design is compliant with the NH Stream Crossing Rules,

(hy The design shall include bed forms and stream bed characteristios necessany o cise water depths
and velocities within the crossing at a varicty of flows to be comparable to those tound in the natural
channel upstream and downstream of the crossing,

The 2 embedment of the proposed culvert will allow for placearent of streambed material
comparablie to that found upstremim and downstream, [n addition, the proposed culvertis skewed
(o eliminate the existing misalignment with the natural stream channel al the existing crossing,

(¢) There shall be vegetated banks upstream and downstream of the crossing.

Transplanting existing material from disturbed areas was considered, hut the hank (o be
disturbed is forested and therefore not conducive to transplanting. Since (ransplantation is nol
practical, mulehing and sceding will be used to establish vegetation upstream and downstream of
ihe crossing,

(dy The natural alignment and gradient of the stream channel shall be preserved so as o accemmodate
natural low regimes and the functioning of the natural floodplain.

The proposed design actually restores the natural alignment of the stream channel, by placing the
proposed culvert at a skew to eliminate the misalignment in the stream channel at the existing
crossing, Overall gradient of the stream channel will be preserved.

(¢} The 100-year flood frequency shall be accommodated o ensure that there is (1) no mercase i Hoad
stages on abutting preperties and (2) flow and sediment transport chacacterisues will not be alleeted o
manner that could adversely affect channel stability,

The proposed culvert accommodates the [00-year Nosd and inproves capacity at this crossing,
Re-alignment of the stream is proposed (o better accommodate flow. Erosion controb strategices
will be used to stabitize the proposed channel both during work and permanently.



(5 A nataral streanm channcl shall be simulated through the stracture,
Fhe proposed culvert will be embedded 27 to allow placement ol appropriate streambed materials
to simudate a natural bottom,

(v) Sediment transport competence shall not be aliered.

The proposed streambed will mateh into the gradient of the existing stream; the proposed culvert
opening is of recommended size and will include appropriate steeambed materials, Sediment
transport competence will be maintained through the project arca,

A Fier 2 stream crossing shall be a span structure, pipe arch embedded with stream simulation. epen-
bottom culbvert with stream simulation. or closcd-botton culvert embedded with stream simulation.

A Tier 3 stream crossing shall be a span structure or an open-bottom culvert with stream simulation.
‘The proposed crossing is a span structure with a 2 foot enitbednient with appropriate materials to
simulate a natural stream bottom.

[ any of the above criteria cannot be met, approval [or an alterivative design nmust be requested and
technical report (Env- W 904.09) must be included with the apphication package.

This projeet meets all erviteria for Fnv-Wi{ 904.05 and does not reguire Alternative Design Form
(Env-Wt 904.09),



Gﬁ New Hampshire Natural Heritage Bureau

To: Melilotus Dube Date: 2/4/2016
7 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03301

From: NH Natural Heritage Bureau

Re: Review by NH Natural Heritage Bureau of request dated 2/4/2016
NHB File 1D: NHB16-0350 Applicant: Melilotus Dube

Location:  Tax Map(s)/l.ot(s):
Gilford

Project Description:  Replacement of existing 1930s era 31' x 9' x 5' concrete
box culvert with 43' x 16' x 8' (2' embedded) concrete box
culver!, placed on skew to match overali natural course of
West Alton Brook.

The NH Natural Heritage database has been checked for records of rare species and exemplary natural
communities near the area mapped below. The species considered include those listed as Threatened or
Endangered by either the state of New Hampshire or the federal government. We currently have no recorded
occurrences for sensitive species near this project area.

A negalive result {no record in our database) does not mean that a sensitive species is not present. Our data
can only tell you of known occurrences, based on information gathered by qualified biclogists and reported to
our office. However, many areas have never been surveyed, or have only been surveyed for cerlain species.
An on-site survey would provide better information on what species and communities are indeed present.

This report is valid through 2/3/2017.

Department of Resources and Economic Development DRED/NHB
Division of Forests and Lands 172 Pembroke Road
(603)271-2214  fax: 271-6488 Concord NH 03301



@ New Hampshire Natural Heritage Bureau

MAP OF PROJECT BOUNDARIES FOR NHB FILE ID: NHB16-0350

Department of Resources and Economic Development DRED/NHB
Division of Forests and Lands 172 Pembroke Road
(603} 271-2214  fax: 271-64388 Concord NH 03301



United States Department of the Interior [afa-

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
New England Ecological Services Field Office
70 COMMERCIAL STREET, SUITE 300
CONCORD, NH 03301
PHONI:: (603)223-254 1 FAX: (603)223-0104
URL: www, fivs.gov/inewengland

Consultation Code: 0SEINEQQ-2016-SLI-0913 February 05, 2016
Event Code: 0SEINEQ0-2016-E-01245
Project Name: Gilford 16279

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of
your proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(c) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed

list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved, Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ef seq.), Federal agencies are required
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to deterimine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.



A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402,12,

[f a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

hitp://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/ TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden cagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ef seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionatly, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cetlular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdissues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http:/fwww.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachiment



United States Department of [Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Official Species List

Provided by:
New England Ecological Services Field Office
70 COMMERCIAL STREET, SUITE 300
CONCORD, NH 03301
(603) 223-2541

hitp/iwww fws.govinewengland

Consultation Code: 0SEINE00-2016-SLI-0913
Event Code: 0SEINE00-2016-E-01245

Project Type: TRANSPORTATION

Project Name: Gilford 16279
Project Description: Replacement of existing 31'x9'x5' concrete box culvert with 43'x16'x8" (2"
embedded) concrete box culvert, placed on skew to match overall natural course of West Alton

Brook.

Please Note: The I'WS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the "Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

hitpi//ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 02/05/2016 04:57 AM
1




United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

;

Project Location Map:

Project name: Gilford 16279

Project Coordinates: MULTIPOLYGON (((-71.32312417030333 43.53358880702415, -
71.32351577281952 43.53320379024701, -71.32212102413177 43.53286932923337, -
71.32193863391876 43.53339046535503, -71.323124 17030333 43.53358880702415)))

Project Counties: Belknap, NH

hitp:/fecos fws.gov/ipac, 02/05/2016 04:57 AM
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United States Department of [nterior
Fish and Wildlife Service

7 Project name: Gilford 16279

Endangered Species Act Species List

There are a total of 2 threatened or endangered species on your species list, Species on this list should be considered in
an cffects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic arca. For example, certain
fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species. Critical habitats listed under the
Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area, Sce the Critical habitats within your

project area section further below for critical habitat that Hes within your project. Please contact the designated FWS

office if you have questions.

Flowering Plants Status Has Critical Habitat | Condition(s)
Small Whorled pogonia (Isotria Threatened

medecloides)

Mammals

Northern long-cared Bat fMyofis Threatcned

septentrionalis)

hitp://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 02/05/2016 04:57 AM
3




United States Department of Inferior
Fish and Wildlife Service

)ﬁ/ Project name: Gilford 16279

Critical habitats that lie within your project area

There are no critical habitats within your project area,

hitpi//ecos. fws. gov/ipac, 02/05/2016 04:57 AM
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Melilotus Dube

From; Melilotus Dube

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 12:14 PM

To: Susi_vonQettingen@fws.gov

Cc: Rebecca A, Martin

Subject: NHDOT Project: Gilford 16279, NLEB Range-wide Programmatic Information
Consultation

Attachments: 2016 no species present Itr.pdf; 16279 FHWA_BA_ProjectSubmittalForm021016.pdf;

bridge assessment photos.docx; NH species by town.pdf; Official_Species_List_NEW
ENGLAND ESFO_05_Feb_2016.pdf; NLEB bridge assessment form.pdf; 16279 topo.pdf

Hello Susi,

Please find attached the Range-wide Programmatic Informal Consultation for Northern Long-eared Bat Project Submittal
Form for the subject project.

This project involves replacing the currently deteriorated, undersized and misaligned concrete box culvert carrying NH
Route 11A (Cherry Valley Road) over West Alton Brook in the Town of Gilford. The work area will be limited to the
stream banks and channel, as well as the adjacent roadway for shoulder and slope leveling to tie in the new crossing,
which will be extended and relocated on a skew to better match the natural condition of the stream. Minimal clearing
will occur on the stream banks which will include some suitable habitat trees. This project meets

the criteria for the Range-wide Programmatic Informal Biological Assessment and is a May Affect, Not Likely to
Adversely Affect project based on the use of the time-of-year restrlctlon on clearing which will occur during the winter
hibernation season from September 1 to April 14.

I am also attaching the supplementary USFWS IPaC tool Official Species List, USFWS Section 7 Online Review Tool
documentation regarding small whorled pogonia as indicated on the 1PaC report, the completed Bridge Assessment
form and supporting pictures as well as a topographic location map.

Please let me know if you need any additional information to complete your review.

Thank you,
Meli

Melilotus M. Dube
Environmental Manager
NHDOT Bureau of Environment
7 Hazen Drive

Concord, NH 03301

{603) 271-1612
imdube@dot.state.nh.us




Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), and
IFederal Transit Administration (FTA)
Range-wide Programmatic Informal Consultation for
Indiana Bat and Northern Long-cared Bat

Project Submittal Form for FHWA, FRA, FTA, and
Transportation Agencies Updated February 2016

In order to use the programmatic informal consultation to fulfill Endangered Species Act consultation
requirements, transportation agencies must use this submittal form to submit project-level information for
all may affect, not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) determinations to the appropriate U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) field office prior to project commencement. For more information, sce the
Standard Operating Procedure for Site Specific Project(s) Submission in the User's Guide.

In submitting this form, the transportation agency ensures that the proposed project(s) adhere to the
criteria of the range-wide programmatic informal BA. Upon submittal of this form, the appropriate
Service field office may review the site-specific information provided and request additional information.
If the applying transportation agency is not notified within 14 calendar days of emailing the Project
Submittal Form 1o the Service field office, it may proceed under the range-wide programmatic informal
consultation,

Further instructions on completing the submittal form can be found by hovering your cursor over each
text box.

. Date: March 29, 2016

2. Lead Agency: FHWA

This refers to the FFederal governmental fead action agency initiating consultation; select FIIWA or FRA as
appropriafe

3. Requesting Agency: NHDOT

a. Name: Meli Dube

b. Title: Environmental Manager
¢. Phone: (603) 271-1612

d. Email: mdube@dot.state.nh.us

4. Consultation Code'; 05E1NEQ0-2016-SL]-0913
5. Project Name(s): Gilford 18279

' Available through 1PaC System Official Species List: hiips:/ecos.fws.coviipac/




6.

Project Description:

Please aftach additional documentation or explanatory fext if necessary

Replacement of existing 1930's era 31' b 9' x 5' concrete box culvert with
43' x 16' x 8' (2' embedded) concrete box culvert on NH Route 11A over
West Alton Brook in the Town of Gilford. The new crossing will be placed
on a skew to match the overall natural course of West Alton Brook. The
overall project area is less than 1 acre and will require minimal tree
clearing, some of which are larger than 3" in diameter at breast height and
are therefore suitable northern long-eared bat habitat. The Town of Gilford
does not contain any known hibernacula or maternity roost trees. All
clearing will be done during the winter hibernation from September 1 to
April 14. A Bridge Assessment did not indicate the presence of bats in any
area of the existing crossing.

7. Other species from Official Specics List:

No effect — project(s) are inside the range, but no suitable habitat — see additional

information attached 1PaC identifed small-whorled pogonia, howevar, lhe USFWS Sectfon 7 Online Review toot indicaled
1hat this species does not occur in the Town of Gilford and will nol be affecled by the project.

May Affect — see additional information provided for those species (either

altached or forthcoming

8. For Ibat/NLEB, if Applicable, Explain Your No Effect Determination

No effect — project(s) arc outside the species’ range (submittal form complete)

No effect — project(s) are inside the range but no suitable summer habitat
(submittal form complete)

No effect — project(s) are completely within existing road/rail surface and do not
involve percussive or other activitics that increase noise above existing
traffic/background levels (submittal form complete)

No effect - project(s) includes maintenance, alteration, or demolition of
bridge(s)/structure(s) and indicate(s) no signs of bats from results of a
bridge/structure assessment (submittal forin complete)

No effect — project(s) do not involve construction activities (e.g., bridge
assessments, property inspections, development of planning and technical studies,
property sales, property easements, and equipment purchases) (submittal form
complete)

Otherwise, please continue below.



9. For Ibat/NLEB, if Applicable, Explain Your May Affeet, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
Determination (without implementation of AMMs)

NLAA — project(s) are inside the range but negative bat presence/absence (P/A)
sutveys (submittal form complete)

NLAA - project(s) conducted completely within existing road/rail surface and
involve percussive activities (submittal form complete)

NLAA — project(s) are within areas that contain suitable forested habitat but do
not remove or alter trees (e.g., landscaping rest arcas, mowing, brush removal,
sign or guiderail replacement, and stormwater management) (submittal form
complete)

NLAA — project(s) of slash pile burning (submittal form complete)

NLAA —wetland or stream protection activities are associated with wetland
mitigation and do not clear suitable habitat (submittal form complete)

Otherwise, please continue below.

For Ibat/NLEB, if applicable, continue to complete the submittal form to explain your may
affect, not likely to adversely affect determination (with implementation of AMMs)

10, Affected Resource/Habitat Type
v Trees
¢ Bridge
Other Non-Tree Roosting Structure (e.g., building)
Other (please explain):
I'l. For Tree Removal Projects:

a. Please verify that no documented roosts or foraging habitat will be impacted and
that project is within 100 feet of existing road surface: v

b. Please verify that all tree removal will occur during the inactive season’: v

c. Timing of clearing: September 1 2016 - April 14 2017

d. Amount of clearing: < 1 acre

? Coordinate with local Service field office for appropriale dates,



12, For Bridge/Structure Work Projects:

.

b.

d.

- £
Proposed work: Bridge replacement

Timing of work: .
Spring/summer 2017
Evidence ol bat activity on bridge/structure:
None, Bridge Assessment completed on March 29, 2016

If applicable, verify that superstructure work will not bother roosting bats in any
way. N/A- Bridge Assessment Indicated no bat usage

I applicable, verify that bridge/structure work will occur only in the winter
months: N/A- Bridge Assessment indicaled no bat usage

13. Please confirm the following:

Proposed project(s) adhere to the criteria of the range-wide programmatic informal BA (see
Section 2.0). v

All applicable AMMs will be implemented, including®:

Tree Removal AMM 1:
Tree Removal AMM 2: \/
Tree Removal AMM 3: v
Tree Removal AMM 4: v
Bridge AMM [:

Bridge AMM 2:

Bridge AMM 3:

Bridge AMM 4:

Structure AMM 1:
Structure AMM 2:
Structure AMM 3:
Structure AMM 4:
Lighting AMM L: /
Lighting AMM 2:

' See AMM s Fact Sheet (Appendix C) for more information on the following AMMs.



APPENDIX C: Bridge /Structure Assessment Form

Bridge Assessment Form
This form wili be completed and submitted to the District Environmental Manager by the Contractor prior to conducting any work below the deck surface
either from the underside, from activities above that bore down to the underside, or that could impact expansion joints, from deck removal on bridges, or
from structure demolish. Each bridge/structure to be worked on must have a current bridge inspection. Any bridge/structure suspected of providing habitat
for any species of bat will be removed from work schedules until such time that the POT has obtained clearance from the US Fish and Wildlife Service, if
required. Additional studies may be undertaken by the DOT to determine what species may be utilizing structures prior to allowing any work to proceed.

DOT Project # Water Body Date/Time of Inspection
79 Westk Alton. 2ok, /29[l § 30 am
Route: | County: Federal Bat Indicators

Structure ID: | Check all that apply. Presence of one or maore indicators is sufficient evidence that bats may be using the structure.

Notes: (e.g., number & species of bats, if known. Include the
resuits of thermal, emergent, or presence/ahsence summer
survey)

Visual Sound Croppings Staining

1A Amvmffﬁmﬁm Z\D ne e wo | wo we 1adicabhon of bad usase

[

Areas Inspected (Check all that apply)

Bridges Culverts/Other Structures Summary Info (circle all that apply)
All vertical crevices sealed at the top Human disturbance or traffic
and 0.5-1.25” wide & 24” deep /\ Crevices, rough surfaces or /\ under bridge/in culvert or at High None
imperfections in concrete the structure
All crevices >12” deep & not sealed /\ Spaces hetween walls, ceiling joists | () \ $\ Possible corridors for netting None/poor excellent




Al guardrails

v~

Evidence of bats using bird
nests, if present?

Yes

All expansion joints

N

Spaces between concrete end walls

and the bridge deck o~ A
Vertical surfaces on concrete I-
beams 7.; P

Assessment Conducted By: xSxWT

Dobe_

Signature(s):

District Environmental Use Only:

Date Received by District Environmental Manager:

DOT Bat Assessment Form instructions

1. Assessments must be completed a minimum of 1 year prior to conducting any work below the deck surface on all bridges that meet the physical
characteristics described in the Programmatic Informal Consuitation, regardless of whether assessments have been conducted in the past. Due to the

transitory nature of bat use, a negative result in one year does not guarantee that bats will not use that structure in subsequent years.

2. Legible copies of this document must be provided to the District Environmentai Manager within two {2) business days of completing the assessment.
Failure to submit this information wili result in that structure being removed from the planned work schedule.

3. Any bridge/structure suspected of providing habitat for any species of bat will be removed from work schedules until such time that the DOT has
obtained clearance from the USFWS, if required. Additional studies may be undertaken by the DOT to determine what species may be utilizing each

structure identified as supporting bats prior to allowing any work to proceed.
4. Estimates of numbers of bats observed should be place in the Notes column.
5. Any questions should be directed to the District Environmental Manager.




Gilford 16279- USFWS Bridge Assessment for Bat Usage Photos
Taken hy Meli Dube, NHDOT Bureau of Environment, on March 29, 2016

Figure 1. Inside the existing concrete box culvert

Figure 2. Abandoned birds nest inside the existing concrete box culvert
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o
FIS1 & WIHLDLIFE
HEHVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

New England Field Office
70 Commercial Street, Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301-5087
http:/fwww.fws.gov/newengland

January 22, 2016
To Whom It May Concern:

This project was reviewed for the presence of federally listed or proposed, threatened or
endangered species or critical habitat per instructions provided on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s New England Field Office website:

http:/fwww. fivs. gownewengland/EndangeredSpec-Consultation. him (accessed January 2016)

Based on information currenily available to us, no federally listed or proposed, threatened or
endangered species or critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
are known {o occur in the project arca(s), Preparation of a Biological Assessment or further
consultation with us under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act is not required. No further
Endangered Species Act coordination is necessary for a period of one year from the date of this
letter, unless additional information on listed or proposed species becomes available,

Thank you for your cooperation. Please contact Martia Tur of this office at 603-223-2541 if we
can be of further assistance.

Sincerely yours,
o - ™,

Thomas R. Chapman
Supervisor
New England Tield Office




FEDERALLY LISTED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES
IN NEW HAMPSHIRE

COUNTY

SPECIES

FEDERAL
STATUS

GENERAL
LOCATIONAIABITAT

TOWNS

Small whorled Pogonia

Threatened

Forests with somewhat poorly
drained soils and/or a seasonally

Meredith, Alton and

high water table Laconia
Belknap I i Wi - ]
Northern Long-eared T ]reateue mnter- mm?s an f:aves, .
B;ll Final 4(d) Summer — wide variety of Statewide
Rule forested habitats
Forests with somewhat pootly Albany, ﬂBmOkﬁcm’
, . . . . Eaton, Effingham,
Small whorled Pogonia | Threatened | drained soils and/or a seasonally Madi .
high water table Madison, Gssipce,
Carroll Wakefield and Wolfeboro
Northern Lone-cared Threatened Winter- mines and caves,
Bat £ Final 4(d) Summer -- wide variety of Statewide
i Rule forested habitats
Regenerating softwood forest,
Canada Lynx Threatened usually with a high density of All Towns
snowshoe hare,
. Connecticut River main channel Northumberland,
Coos Dwarf wedgemussel Endangered and Johns River Lancaster and Dalton
Northern Lona-eared Threatened Winter- mines and caves,
B;ut B¢ Finat 4(d) Summer - wide variety of Statewide
Rule forested habitals
Dwarf wedgemussel Endangered S. Branch As]mclo.t River and Swanzey, Keene and
Ashuelot River Surry
Cheshire Northern Long-cared Threatened Winter- mines and caves,
Bat Beet Final 4(d) Summer — wide variety of Statewide
) Rule forested habitals
. . . Haverhill, Piermont,
Dwarf wedgemussel Endangered | Connecticut River main channel Orford and Lyme
Forests with somewhat poorly
Smail whorled Pogonia | Threatened | drained soils and/or a seasonally Holderness
Grafton hi
high water lable
Nosthern Long-cared Threatened Winter- mines and caves,
B;tl Bret Final 4(d} Summer — wide variely of Statewide
Rule forested habitats
Forests with somewhat poorly
Small whorled Pogonia | Threatened | drained soils and/or a seasonally Manchester, Weare
. high water table
Hilisborough I a Wi - q
Northern Long-cared Threatene inter- mines and caves, .
B‘a ¢ Final 4(d} Summer — wide varietly of Statewide
Rule forested habitats
Pine Barrens with wild blue
Karner Blue Butterfly Endangered lupine Concord and Pembroke
Bow, Danbury, Epsom,
Merrimack Small whorled Pogonia | TFhreatened Forests Loudon, Warner and
ernmac Allenstown
Northern Lone-cared Threatened Winter- mines and caves,
ortien B-ei Final 4{d} Summer — wide variely of Statewide
Bat .
Rule forested habitats

Updated 02/05/2016




IN NEW HAMPSHIRE

FEDERALLY LISTED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES

Rockingham

Shores, sand and mud flats

. - . " FEDERAL GENERAL - .
COUNTY SPECIES STATUS LOCATION/HABITAT FOWNS
Piping Plover Threatened Coastal Beachies Hampton and Seabrook
- Atlantic Ocean and nesting at the
Roseate Tern Endangered Isle of Shoals
Red knot' Threatened Coastal Beaches and Rocky Coastal towns

Small whorted Pogonia

Threatened

Forests

Deerfield, Northwood,
Nottingham, and Epping

Northern Long-eared

Threatened

Winter- mines and caves,

Strafford

Sullivan

Bat Final 4(d) Summer — wide variety of Statewide
Rule forested habitats
. Middleton, New Durham,
Forests with somewhat poorly . L
, . , . \ Milton, Farmington,
Small whorted Pogonia | Threatened | drained soils and/or a seasonally .
. Strafford, Barrington, and
high water table
Madbury
Northern Lona-eared Threatened Winter- mines and caves,
Bat & Final 4(d) Summer — wide variety of Statewide
Rule forested habitats
Northeastemn bulrush Endangered Wetltands Acworth, Charlestown,
Langdon
Plainfield, Cornish,
Dwarf wedgemussel Endangered | Connecticut River main channel Claremont and
Cliarlestown
Jesup's milk-vetch Endangered | Banks of the Connecticut River | Plainficld and Claremont
Northern Long-eared Threatened Winter- mines and caves,
Bat B-¢i Final 4(d) Sunmer — wide varicty of Statewide
Rule forested habitats

'Migratory only, scattered along the coast in small numbers
-Castern cougar, gray wolf and Puritan tiger beetle are considered extirpated in New Hampshire.
-Endangered gray wolves are not known to be present in New Hampshire, but dispersing
individuals from source populations in Canada may occur statewide.-There is no federally-
designated Critical Habitat in New Hampshire

Updated 02/05/2016




New He

THE STATE O NEW HAMPSHIR LS
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Deparinent of Trangportation

Fictorla F, Sheehan Witlhan Cays, 2.1,
Conunmdysioner Assistant Commissivier
GILIFORD
X-A003¢03)
16279
RFPRTAAD No Historke Properties Aficeted Memo

Pussuant to the NH Diviston of Historleal Resources (NHDHRY) response on December 15, 2015 lo n Request for Project
Review, and for the purpose of compliance with regulations of the Natlonal Historic Preservation Act and e Advisory
Conneil on Historie Preservatlon’s Procedures for the Proteciion of Historic Properties {36 CFR 800, the NI Division
of Historical Resources (MHDIR) and the NH Diviston of tho Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have
coordinatedt the {dentification and evatuation of histerical and archacologleal resourees with pluns (o replace the 1930
conerele box eulvert canying Ni Route 1 1A (Cherry Hill Read) aver West Alton Brook in the Town of Gillord, New
Hampshire. The proposed stiteture will be velocated on a skew and the slopes stabilized to provide s more natural stremn
alignment and prevent bank croslon,

The praject also includes the relocation of n stene retuining wall fronting the residence in the north-west qundeant of the
project avea. Tho stone retaining wall and stone drivewny posts, likely orlginating with the constiuction of the 1977
residence and associated landseaping, will be moved back immedtately adjacent lo the property line,

Buscd on a review pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4, we agree that no historle or arelaeologleal resowvees are aftected in the
project aren and that no further survey work is needed. '

tn necordance with the Advisory Council's regulations, we wilf canthwe te consult, s appropriatz, as this project
proceeds. As there as heen aa inciease in enlvert replacements and substuntial loss of this resoures typie, the NIIDGT
will wark with NHDIIE: aid uppropriate federal agencies to delerinine the actions for cxpunding the stone cilven eonzext
to fielude conendld ey

\

SRV VAV / (4 / b il .. _tafiglons
(\’nh'ick Bauer, Admimistrdator / { Duate Jill Edelmamm Daie
6’ Zederal Highwny Adminlstration Cultural Resonrees Manager

//1

\

A}

Congyfed with by the NH State Historle Preservation Officer:

4 g U
D1l B Fpsre 4201,

- ‘lilimbu‘lfﬁmﬁﬂi};”w ' Daly

State Historie Preservalion Otficer
NH Division of Historleal Resources

c.c. Chris 81, Louls, NHDHR  Meltotws Dube, ROT
Tamle Sikora, FHWA Tebey Neynolds, DOY

SAEnvlronnen\PROJECTS\GILFORTAI 6279\ culfural sesources\Oilfard 16279 NoHisto:lcPropAftested. dacy

JOHN 0. MORTON BUILDING » 7 HAZEN DRIVE + £.0. BOX 483 + CONCORD, NIV HAMPSHIRE 03302-04873
TELEPHONE: 803-271-3734 + FAX: 803-271-3914 » TOD; RELAY N 4-000-735-20G4 + IRTERNET: VAWW.NHDOT.COM



U.S. Army Corps of Engincers
New Hampshire Programmatic General Permit (PGP)
US Army Corps Appendix B - Corps Secondary Impacts Checklist

of Englneers « (for inland wetland/waterway fill projects in New Hampshire)
New England District

includes filling, clearing, flooding, draining, excavation, dozing, stumping, etc.
3. See PGP, GC 5 regarding single and complete projects.
4. Contact the Corps at (978) 318-8832 with any questions.

1. Attach any explanations to this checklist. Lack of information could delay a Corps permit determination.
2. All references to “work” include all work associated with the project construction and operation. Work

1. Impaired Waters

Yes No

1.1 Will any work oceur within 1 mile upstream in the watershed of an impaired water? See
htip://des.nh.gov/organization/divisions/water/wmb/section40 1 /impaired waters. htm
to determine if there is an impaired water in the vicinity of your work area.*

2. Wetlands *

Yes No

2.1 Arc there are streams, brooks, rivers, ponds, or lakes within 200 feet of any proposed work?

2.2 Are there proposed impacts to SAS, shellfish beds, special wetlands and vernal pools (see
PGP, GC 26 and Appendix A)? Applicants may obtain information from the NH Department of
Resources and Economic Development Natural Heritage Bureau (NHB) website,
www.nhnaturalheritage.org, specifically the book Natural Community Systems of New

Hampshire,

2.3 If wetland crossings are proposed, are they adequately designed to maintain hydrology,
sediment transport & wildlife passage?

2.4 Would the project remove part or all of a ripatian buffer? (Riparian buffers are lands adjacent
to streams where vegetation is strongly influenced by the presence of water, They are often thin
lines of vegetation containing native grasses, flowers, shrubs and/or trees that line the stream
banks, They are also called vegetated buffer zones.)

2.5 The overall project site is more than 40 acres,

X

2.6 What is the size of the existing impervious surface area?

14411 SF

2.7 What is the size of the proposed impervious surface area?

16863 SI

2.8 What is the % of the impervious area (hew and existing) to the overall project site?

47.5% ex.,
35.7% prop.

3. Wildlife

Yes No

3.1 Has the NHB determined that there are known occurrences of rare species, exemplary natural
communities, Federal and State threatened and endangered species and habitat, in the vicinity of
the proposed project? (All projects require a NHB determination.)

X

3.2 Would work occur in any area identified as cither “Highest Ranked Habitat in N.H.” or
“Highest Ranked Habitat in Ecological Region”? (These areas are colored magenta and green,
respectively, on NH Fish and Game’s map, “2010 Highest Ranked Wildlife Habitat by Ecological
Condition.”) Map information can be found at:

o PDF: www.wildlife.state.nh.us/Wildlife/Wildlife Plan/highest ranking habitat.htm.

e Data Mapper: www.granit.unh.edu.

e GIS: www.granit.unh.edu/data/downloadfreedata/category/databycategory.html,

3.3 Would the project impact more than 20 acres of an undeveloped land block (upland,
wetland/waterway) on the entire project site and/or on an adjoining propeity(s)?

3.4 Does the project propose more than a 10-lot residential subdivision, or a commercial or
industrial development?

3.5 Are stream crossings designed in accordance with the PGP, GC 217

X

NH PGP — Appendix B

August 2012



4. Flooding/Floodplain Values Yes | No

4.1 Is the proposed project within the 100-year floodplain of an adjacent river or stream? X

4.2 If 4.1 is yes, will compensatory flood storage be provided if the project results in a loss of n/a | n/a
flood storage?

5. Historic/Archaeological Resources

If a minor or major impact project, has a copy of the Request for Project Review (RPR) Form X
(www.nh.gov/nhdht/review) been sent to the NH Division of Historical Resources as required on
Page 5 of the PGP?7**

*Although this checklist utilizes state information, its submittal to the Corps is a Federal requirement.
** [f project is not within Federal jurisdiction, coordination with NH DR is not required under Federal law.

NH PGP — Appendix B August 2012



Gilford 16279 Wetland Impact Photos
Standard Dredge and Fill Application
Photos Taken by Meli Dube, October 2015

Figure 2. NH Route 11A West over West Alton Brook



Gilford 16279 Wetland Impact Photos
Standard Dredge and Fill Application
Photos Taken by Meli Dube, October 2015

Figure 4. Existing inlet from crossing showing Impact Locations A, B, Hand G



Gilford 16279 Wetland Impact Photos
Standard Dredge and Fill Application
Photos Taken by Meli Dube, October 2015

Figure 6. Existing outlet from north-eaét bank showing Impact Locations C, D, E and |



Stantec Construction Sequence

Reference: NHDOT Project: 16279 - Gilford

The foliowing documenis the anticipated general consliuction sequenice for the installalion o a 16
x 8" precast concrele bridge under NH Roule THA, 1 is assumed the project will require a roachway
closure for two weeks for the installation of the bridge.

Notes:

« The culvert replacement shall be done during low flow petriodls.

o The trosion Control Plan provides a typical construction dewalering and flow control pian.
The Conlractor snall submil drawings and delails showing malerials 1o be used, proposed
meathed of construction, and other details iefl opean 1o the choice of the Contractor cr nol
fulty shown on the plans.

« The conlractor shall provide for sumps and wellpoints with iemporary pumping as réequired to
construct the foolings and headwaills for the new bridge. The confractor shall pump inio
sediment control basins, sediment bags. or simitar measures during the dewalering
operations.

« The cofferdam shail meet the requirements of NHDOT for temporary waier diversion.

Construcilon Sequence

1. Install traffic conltrol,

2. Install erosion and perimeter controls at all locations where necessary and as indicaled on 1ha
trosion Control Plans.

3. Install a temporary 42" HDPE water diversion pipe 10 feel lo the west ol the proposed bridge.

Inverls to be as shown on the construction drawings or as required to conirol flow.

Construct upsiream cofferdam. Cofferdams shall be sufficient size to retcin water and provide

enclosure for the temporary 42" HDPE diversion pipe and bridge installation.

Construct downstream cofferdam and femporary channe! proteciion.

Direct flow through the temporary 42" HDPE diversion pipe.

Remove the existing culvert and install Ihe new bridge and associated roadway work.

Consiruct upstream stone apron, construc! downstiean sione apron.

Remove downslream cofferdam and femporary channel proteclion, remove upsireair.

colferdam, direct flow through the new bridge,

10. Remove the temporary 42" HDPE diversion pipe.

11. Complete dll required roadway work.

12. Provide slope stabilization.

13. Remove all erosion and perimeter conlirols.

ey
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PART Env-W{ 404 CRITERLA FOR SHORELINE STABILYZATEON

This project involves replacement of an existing 57 x 97 box culvert carrving NI Roate THA over
West Atton Brook, with a 167 x 8" embedded concreie box. The increased box size to conform to stream
crossing rules, and shight re-aliginment 1o restore the waterway 1o 4 more natural stream alignment. will
resull in placement of stone 3l within arcas under the jurisdiction of the NI Wetlands Buveau and the US
Army Corps of Engineers. The stone T will be focated in the disturbed channel and along the new banks
ol the proposed structure as shown on the plans.

Pursuant 1o PART Wi 404 Criteria lor Shoereline Stabilization. the followine addresses cach
codied section of the Administrative Rules:

Env-We 404,01 Least Intrusive Method

The riverbank stabilization treatment proposed is the least intrusive construction miethod necessary 1o
minimize disruption to the existing shoretines. The stone in the proposed steeambed and banks can be
reasonably constructed utilizing general higlhway construction method:

Env-Wi 40102 Diversion of Water

A clear water by-pass structure will be constructed to divert water around the immediate construction area
and reconstructed stream channel in conjunction with standard BMP's.  Once complete, proposed
roadway drainage will allow storm water run-oft to flow over vegetated arcas prior to entering West
Alton Brook. This will minimize erosion of the shoreline.

Env-Wd04.03 Vegelative Stabilization

(a) Naturad vegetation shall be left intact to the maximanm extent possible. Transplanting vegetation from
the impacted wooded areas to proposed new streambank was considered. but vuled out due to the poar
potential of the species and specimens present for transplant to the new bank arcas. All newly
developed slopes and disturbed areas will have humus and seed applied for turl establishment. to help
stabilize the project arca. The only locations being disturbed are the impacted arcas on ihe
construction plans.

(h) The shoreline of West Alton Brook is not tidal in nature,

Env-Wi 404.04 Rip-rap

(&) Stone iill, as proposed. is shown on the attached plans to protect the channel and bank as necessary.
Stable embankments are necessary (o maintain the structural inteerity of the bridee during all flow
comditions.

(b)Y (1-5) The minimum and maximum stone size, the gradation, cross sections ol the stone {ill. proposed
ocation, @ r detai Hl be s n the construction plans. Bedding for the stone il wi
focation, and other details will be shown on the construction pla Bedding for the st il will
consist of naturai ground excavated to the proposed underside of the stone 1ill with scotextile Tabric,
(6) The attached plans indicate the relationship of the project to fixed points of reference. abutting
propertics, and Features of the natural shoreline.

(7) Stone fill is recommended for the limits showa on the attached plans o protect the banks fron
crosion during flood 1lows, from scowr during all flows, and slopes wreater than 201 that have
difficulty supporting vegetation.



(o) Tais projeet is not fecated adjacent to a areat poad oF water bod: where the state holds tee siopeh
ownership.

(d) Stone il is proposed o extend down o and into the channel bottom 1o prevent possible undermining
ol the slope and to provide a more natwral streambed chanael than the conerete bottom ol te box
cubvert this projeet replaces,

¢} The enclosed plan has been stamped by a professional engineer.
| ) L



